REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application in view of the foregoing 
amendments and remarks to follow is respectfully requested. Since the present 
amendmait rais^ no new issues, and in any event, places the application in better 
condition for consideration on appeal, entry thereof is respectfully requested. 

Before addressing the specific grounds of rejection raised in the present Office 
Action, applicants have amended Claims 1 and 1 7 in the manner indicated above. 
Specifically, applicants have amended Claims 1 and 17 to positively recite that during the 
salicide process Ge is expelled fi-om the (Co, Ni) disihcide. Support for this ammdment 
to Claims 1 and 17 is found in paragraph [0041] of the originally filed application. 

Applicants observe that the Ge expellsions occurs, yet the formation temperature 
is reduced. This result is quite unexpected and is not obvious from the art cited in the 
outstanding Office Action. 

Since the above amendments to the claims do not introduce any new matter into 
the specification of the instant application, enti:y thereof is respectfiilly requested. 

In the present Office Action, Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
allegedly unpatentable over the combined disclosures of Applicant's admitted prior art 
("AAPA"), U.S. Patent Application Pubhcation No. 2002/015170 to Maex et al, ("Maex 
et al.") and U.S. Patent No. 5,952,094 to Van Kestersen et al. ("Van Kestersen et al."). 

Applicants respectfully submit that the claims of the present application are not 
obvious fi:om the combined disclosures of AAPA, Maex et al. and Van Kestersen et al. 
since the applied references do not teach or suggest the claimed processing steps recited 
in Claims 1 and 17. Specifically, the combination of applied references does not teach or 
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suggest a method of forming a (Co, Ni) disilicide on a SiGe containing substrate, wherein 
the presence of Ni (in a content up to 40 atomic percent in the Co layer) provides a 
reduction of up to llO'^C in the formation temperature of the disiUcide as compared to a 
Co layer not containing said Ni, yet Ge is expelled from the disilicide layer. 

Applicants submit that the formation of Co silicides on SiGe-containing substrates 
that include Ge atoms is difficult for the reasons discussed in the background section of 
the instant application. As stated in the instant background section of the present 
invention, the presence of Ge atoms significantly increase the formation temperature of 
the silicide being formed. The applicants have unexpectedly determined that when a Co 
layer including up to 40 atomic percent Ni is employed a reduction in silicide formation 
temperature (up to 120°C) can be obtained, while expelling Ge from the resultant (Co, 
Ni) disilicide. 

Applicants observe that in AAP A there is shown that the formation temperature of 
Co disiUcide on a Ge-containing substrate is high due to the presence of Ge in the 
reaction region which inhibits the nucleation of Co disilicide. Applicants find no 
teaching or suggestion in AAP A which indicates a meam for reducing the silicide 
formation temperature on Ge-oontaining substrates, 

Maex et al. does not alleviate the above problem in AAPA since the applied 
secondary reference teaches the silicidation of Co on a sihcon substrate. Applicants 
observe that the applied secondary reference does not teach, suggest or insinuate that the 
silicon substrate can be replaced by a SiGe-containing substrate. Thus, the silicide 
process disclosed in Maex et al. is for forming a Co silicide on a Si substrate, not one 
including Ge atoms as presently claimed. Applicants submit that the combination of 
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AAPA and Maex et al at best would lead one skilled in the art to replacing SiGe- 
containing substrates with silicon substrates and forming the Co silicides disclosed in 
Maex et al. on the silicon substrate. Applicants respectfully submit that Maex et al 
provides no guidance as to whether their disclosed technology can be successfiilly 
employed on SiGe-containing substrates. The fact that SiGe-containing substrates are not 
mentioned in Maex et al indicates that they were not aware that the disclosed processing 
could be employed in fomiing Co silicides on anything but a silicon substrate. 

Applicants further observe that the fact that Maex et al. discloses that the presence 
of Ni (in amounts as high as 100%) accelerates the formation of CoSi2 on a silicon 
substrate does not lead to the conclusion that the same would occur on a SiGe-containing 
substrate since the presence of Ge atoms typically inhibits silicide nucleation. 

Van Kesteren et al does not alleviate the above defects in either AAPA or Maex 
et al. since the applied tertiary reference also does not teach or suggest forming Co 
disilicides on a SiGe substrate. Van Kesteren et ai, relates to magneto-optical recording 
medium comprising a substrate on which a magneto-optical recording layer is provided in 
the fonn of a multilayer having an easy axis of magnetization extending perpendicularly 
to the plane of the layer, said multilayer are composed of layers of a first type which 
contain predominantly Co and layers of a second type which contain a metal other than 
Co, said layers are altemately provided. Applicants observe that Van Kesteren et al 
discloses adding Re to a Co layer to reduce the Curie temperature and magnetization, but 
this has nothing to do with the claimed invention. 
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Applicants farther note that none of the applied references indicate that their 
disclosed processing can fabricate an interface between a Co disilicide and a SiGe- 
containing substrate that is smoother than a CoSia interface^ as presently claimed* 

The § 103 rejection also fails because there is no motivation in the applied 
references which suggest modifying the disclosed methods to include the various 
elements recited in the claims of the present invention. Thus, there is no motivation 
provided in the applied references^, or otherwise of record, to make the modification 
mentioned above. "The mere fact that the prior art may be modified in the manner 
suggested by the Examiner does not make the modification obvious unless the prior art 
suggested the desirability of the modification." In re Vaeck 947 F.2d, 488, 493, 20 
USPQ 2d 1438, 1442 (Fed.Cir. 1991), 

The rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 has been obviated; therefore reconsideration 
and withdrawal thereof is respectfully requested. 

Thus, in view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is firmly beUeved that 
the present case is in condition for allowance, which action is earnestly solicited. 
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